
Individuals



INDIVIDUALS IN1

1
2

3

4

IN1-1 Refer to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of the need for a benefit-cost
analysis.

IN1-2 Comment noted.  The ALP Project does not propose removal of dams, and no
such costs are included in cost estimates.

IN1-3 The water resources of the region are not unliminted, and the hydrologic flows
of the Animas River have been evaluated in the context of regional water
supplies in the San Juan Basin in the development of the ALP Project.

IN1-4 Comment noted.
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INDIVIDUALS IN2

1
IN2-1 Comment noted.
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INDIVIDUALS IN3

1

3

4

5

6

IN3-1 The federal action of implementing the ALP Project, whether structural or non-
structural, requires review under NEPA.  There would be impacts to either type
of project that are discussed in the FSEIS.  Either type of project would involve
both construction and maintenance costs.

IN3-2 Future water uses are discussed in General Comment No. 6.  The two Colorado
Ute Tribes may decide to implement one or more of these, on either side of the
Animas, and will conduct a NEPA review at that time.

IN3-3 The non-structural component of purchasing land and water has costs, risks, and
environmental impacts associated with it.  Please refer to the detailed discussion
in Section 2.3 of the FSEIS.

IN3-5 Horse Gulch Reservoir was studied in 1994 by Gronning Engineering as an
alternative to supply water to the City of Durango due to the uncertainty of the
ALP Project. The Gronning Report stated that Durango's M&I water uses in
1994 were 4,033 afy and the report projected the M&I water uses for Durango
by the year 2021 to be 8,966 afy, an increase of 4,933 afy. The $7,000,000
Horse Gulch Reservoir was sized to have an active capacity of 1,025 af and if
constructed would only be a short-term solution to Durango's future water
needs. The ALP Project represents a long-term solution and would supply 5,200
afy to the ALPWCD which is a much greater quantity of water than that of
Horse Gulch Reservoir. Therefore the water to be supplied by the ALP Project
would be needed for the long-term growth of the City of Durango.

IN3-6 Refer to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of the need for a benefit-cost
analysis.

2

IN3-4 See response to Comment IN 38-2 above.
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INDIVIDUALS IN3
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INDIVIDUALS IN4

1
IN4-1 Comments noted.
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INDIVIDUALS IN5

1

IN5-1 Reclamation has carefully reviewed the comments and questions provided
during the public scoping process and have prepared responses to the issues
raised.  Several changes and modifications have been made to the FSEIS as a
result.  However, Reclamation still believes that the Preferred Alternative best
meets the project purpose and need, and is least environmentally impactive than
the other alternatives considered.
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INDIVIDUALS IN6

1

2

3

IN6-1 Refer to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of the benefit-cost analysis.

IN6-2 Refer to General Comment No. 6 concerning Indian water rights, future uses
and conveyance facilities.  The non-binding uses have been evaluated in the
FSEIS.  One of the potential uses by the Colorado Ute Tribes is the development
of coal reserves on reservation boundaries.  This potential use is considered to
be non-binding and is presented as an example to which the Tribes could elect
to use their water.  At that time, future NEPA compliance would be conducted if
warranted.

IN6-3 In accordance with Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control Act (UMTRCA),
the Department of Energy (DOE) began hydrogeologic investigations in Bodo
Canyon in 1983 during the course of the tailing disposal site selection process. 
Disposal cell construction began in 1987 and remediation was completed in
1990.  As part of the long-term safety and integrity monitoring for the disposal
site, the DOE established the Long-Term Surveillance and Maintenance
(LTSM) Program.  The mission of the LTSM Program is to ensure that the
disposal cell continues to prevent the release of contaminated materials to the
environment.  Groundwater is monitored annually to confirm cell performance. 
Based on testing for indicator parameters at the point of compliance (POC)
wells, and the cell is operating as designed and constructed.  A localized study
of the groundwater regime in the saddle between Bodo Canyon and Ridges
Basin has been performed by Reclamation.  Groundwater movement under the
UMTRA cell is to the southeast.  Surface drainage also effectively isolates the
UMTRA cell from the southwest to the southeast.  The bottom of the cell is
7040 feet and the maximum water elevation of the reservoir is less than 6968, so
that the reservoir will not effect the cell during reservoir operation.
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INDIVIDUALS IN6

4

5

7

IN6-4 Refer to General Comment No. 12 for a discussion of projected M&I water
needs.  Based on projected municipal needs of local communities and on-
reservation needs by the Colorado Ute Tribes, the near-term (30-50 years) water
needs in the ALP Project area would range from 90,000 to 110,000 af and the
long-term needs would exceed 200,000 af.

IN6-5 Evaporation from Ridges Basin is projected at 2,235 afy (see Table 2-2 in
Section 2.1.1).  This is comparable to evaporation rates at the other reservoirs in
the region.

IN6-6 The 120,000 af reservoir proposed in the Preferred Alternative includes a
30,000 af conservation pool to provide for sustaining a recreational fishery and
addresses water quality concerns.  The repayment of costs associated with this
additional pool is addressed in Attachment E of this FSEIS.

6

IN6-7 Comment noted.
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INDIVIDUALS IN7

1
IN7-1 Features benefitting the Navajo Nation, ALPWCD, and SJWC are relevant to

the purpose and need of the ALP Project.  The purpose and need states that the
purpose of the ALP Project is "...to provide for identified M&I water needs in
the project area" (Section 1.3).  Water allocated to these entities has been a part
of the ALP Project since its inception. Any alternative which does not meet the
purpose and need statement is considered to be fatally flawed. 
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INDIVIDUALS IN7

2 IN7-2 Alternative 4 was selected over Alternative 3 because it better addresses water
quality concerns, and provides for recreation in the reservoir.  We have
expanded the discussion on water quality associated with Alternative 4 in
Section 3.3.4. 
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INDIVIDUALS IN8

1 IN8-1 The structural component of the Preferred Alternative does not call for a dam to
be constructed on the Animas River. Instead, the Preferred Alternative includes
an offstream dam and reservoir at Ridges Basin; this reservoir would be fed by
a diversion of water from the Animas River. The structural components of the
Preferred Alternative are described in detail in Chapter 2.  Refer to General
Comment No. 15 for further discussion.
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INDIVIDUALS IN9

1 IN9-1 Comment noted.
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INDIVIDUALS IN10

1 IN10-1 Comments noted.
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INDIVIDUALS IN11

1 IN11-1 The measurement point for all project diversions will be at the point of
diversion. The San Juan Water Commission water can be taken at several
locations, depending on the point of use. Diversion points exist on the Animas
and San Juan Rivers presently. The hydrology modeling assumed diversion of
project water from the existing diversion points for Bloomfield and 
Farmington, New Mexico. Measurement would occur at those locations.
Section 3.2.2 has been revised to clarify that all project diversions will be
measured at the point of diversion.
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INDIVIDUALS IN12

1 IN12-1 Alternative 6, a non-structural approach to the ALP Project, has been evaluated
and discussed in detail in Chapters 2, 3, and 5 of the FSEIS.  Alternative 6 was
modified to reduce environmental impacts and allow it to better meet the project
purpose and need.  This Refined Alternative 6 is also evaluated in the FSEIS.  It
was determined that both the original Alternative 6 and Refined Alternative 6
presented significant risks on the ability of the project to provide an assured water
supply commensurate with the water rights established in the Settlement
Agreement.  Alternative 6 would seriously impact Indian trust water rights by
using the remaining capacity of the Navajo Reservoir, thus creating a likey
conflict with the Navajo Nation and Jicarilla Apache Tribe.  Both Alternative 6
and Refined Alternative 6 also would cause more impacts to the environment than
Refined Alternative 4 in terms of wetland impacts.
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INDIVIDUALS IN13

1

2

3

4

IN13-1 Refer to General comment No. 12 for a discussion of future water needs in the
area.

IN13-2 Refer to Section 2.3 of the FSEIS for the evaluation process of the alternatives
considered.

IN13-3 Refer to General Comment No. 6.

IN13-4 Refer to Attachment E of the FSEIS for a summary of the anticipated cost
sharing for the Preferred Alternative.
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INDIVIDUALS IN14

1

IN14-1 Comment noted.
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INDIVIDUALS IN15

1

2

3

4

IN15-1 Comment noted.

IN15-2 Comment noted.  Reclamation respectfully disagrees with your conclusions
about the adequacy of the EIS in meeting NEPA.

IN15-3 Refer to General Comment No. 7 for a discussion of speculative water uses.

IN15-4 An array of non-structural components were evaluated in the FSEIS (see
Sections 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5) as alternatives to the several structural approaches
also evaluated.  The Preferred Alternative is a hybrid of structural and non-
structural components that Reclamation feels best meet the Project purpose and
need.
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INDIVIDUALS IN15

4
(con’t)

5

6

IN15-5 It is true that the Preferred Alternative will reduce flow in the San Juan River.
However, modeling indicates that, with Ridges Basin Reservoir sized as
described and the pumps operated to offset impact to meeting flow
recommendations, the flow recommendations can be met with the structural
alternative. This alternative leaves more water in the river for future Navajo
demands than does Refined Alternative 6 which utilizes the existing storage
capacity and water supply of Navajo Reservoir that would normally be available
for uses in New Mexico.

IN15-6 Comment noted.
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INDIVIDUALS IN16

1

2

IN16-1 The Biological Assessment does state that the ALP Project “may affect” critical
habitat in the San Juan River.  However, as part of consultation with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, a Biological Opinion has been developed that
contains a Reasonable and Prudent Alternative to improve or eliminate these
potential impacts.  Please refer to Attachment G of the FSEIS.

IN16-2 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion of project cost.
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INDIVIDUALS IN17

1

IN17-1 Refer to General Comment No. 7 concerning the application of Colorado water
law.  The Principles and Standards referenced were a rigorous set of standards
developed in 1973 for the analysis of large federal water projects.  In EISs
following the enactment of the Principles and Standards, federal agencies found
that the standards were too stringent.  Subsequently, the standards were
modified in the 1980s and termed the Principles and Guidelines.  These
Principles and Guidelines provided significantly more flexibility in water
resource planning.  The approach used in this FSEIS for the analysis of
alternatives is appropriate for satisfying the Colorado Ute Tribes' water rights
claims and for determining potential environmental impacts and is consistent
with the intent of the Principles and Guidelines.
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INDIVIDUALS IN17

1
(con’t)

2

3

4

IN17-2 Refer to General Comment Nos. 1 and No. 2.  

IN17-3 The FSEIS has been modified to include an expanded discussion of the
assumption that depletions would average 50% of the diversions.  The use of
178 gallons per capita per day is a realistic assumption for future water use in
the area.  At the present time, on-reservation tribal use is somewhat below this
figure, but future lifestyles would increase on-reservation use of water.  In a
study by Gronning Engineering, the City of Durango used 200 gallons per
capita per day to project its future water needs for larger users such as the golf
course which is supplied with untreated water.  In 1995, the City of Farmington
reported using 274 gallons per capita per day.  Other smaller communities in
New Mexico have reported values lower than the 178 gallons per capita per
day, but these lower values did not account for the significant amount of
outdoor use supplied by irrigation ditches.

IN17-4 Comment noted. Energy costs are based on CRSP rates for the region.
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INDIVIDUALS IN17

5
IN17-5 This FSEIS considers a range of reasonable alternatives. The alternative

evaluation process included the alternatives evaluated in the 1996 FSFES, those
identified by Reclamation in the January 1999 NOI, alternatives suggested
during the February 1999 public scoping meetings, and a combination of the
structural and non-structural components of all of these alternatives.
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INDIVIDUALS IN17
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INDIVIDUALS IN17
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INDIVIDUALS IN18
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1

2

3

IN18-1 Comments received from the public and other interested parties on the DSEIS
are included in Volume 3 of this FSEIS, as are Reclamation's responses to those
comments.  In addition, copies of the comment letters and the public hearing
transcripts have been made available for the public's review at Reclamation's
Durango office.

IN18-2 Reclamation is the lead agency in preparing the Supplemental EIS.  As such,
Reclamation has responsibility for directing the NEPA analysis associated with
the project. The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, exercising a provision of the 1988
Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement Act, contracted to Reclamation to
provide assistance in many facets of the development and preparation of the
FSEIS.

IN18-3Refer to response to Comment IN104-2.

INDIVIDUALS IN18
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3
(con’t)

4

5

6

IN18-4   This comment is outside the scope of the FSEIS.

IN18-5 Due to significant modifications to the ALP Project evaluated previously, this
FSEIS provides additional environmental analysis to that described in both the
original 1979 Environmental Impact Statement and the 1996 Final Supplement
to the Environmental Impact Statement.  These previous documents provide
analysis of the entire original project.

IN18-6 Refer to General Comment No. 14 for a discussion of Reclamation's position on
the water rights of the Colorado Ute Tribes.

INDIVIDUALS IN18
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7
IN18-7 Amending the Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Final Settlement Agreement

and the Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement Act of 1988 will require
federal legislation.  The process by which these agreements would be amended
is an open public process. Until a Record of Decision is completed which will
identify the selected plan for the project, it is premature to state what
amendments need to be made to the Settlement Agreement and Settlement Act.

INDIVIDUALS IN18
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7
(con’t)

INDIVIDUALS IN18
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INDIVIDUALS IN18

8

9

IN18-8 Comment noted.  

IN18-9 Comment noted.  Table 1.1 in Section 1.2 of the FSEIS has been modified to
clarify this information.   See Section 1.2.
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INDIVIDUALS IN18

9
(con’t)

10 IN18-10 The discussion of the No Action Alternative, Alternative 10, has been
expanded in the FSEIS, Section 2.3.2.
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INDIVIDUALS IN18

10
(con’t)

11

IN18-11 Comment noted.  Section 2.1.1 has been modified to define water allocation
of 6,010 af to the State of Colorado and the La Plata Conservancy District of
New Mexico/San Juan Water Conservancy.
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INDIVIDUALS IN18

11
(con’t)

12

13

IN18-12 In their present form, the Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Final Settlement
Agreement and the Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement Act of
1988 present the stipulations for a water rights settlement for the Colorado
Ute Tribes only in Colorado.  It is premature to speculate what may be
included in an amended Settlement Act.

IN18-13 The targeted minimum pool content in Ridges Basin is 30,000 af. As
operations were modeled for the period 1929-1993, the content dropped to
about 26,000 af during one year prior to refilling the next spring. If future
conditions mimic history, one could expect the reservoir to fall to as low as
26,000 af one year in 65. The actual minimum level allowed before water
shortage would be declared and deliveries reduced would be an operational
decision to be made in the future. However, it is expected that about 26,000
af would be the minimum. Reservoir evaporation is related to reservoir
content as it affects surface area. This variability has been addressed in
modeling to arrive at the average evaporation loss from the reservoir. It is
assumed that future operation would be similar, on average, to that modeled.
During the years before reservoir demand reaches its peak, the reservoir will
be fuller and the evaporation higher. The value reported is for full
development.  The validity of the Colorado Ute Tribes’ water rights is
discussed in General Comment No. 14.
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INDIVIDUALS IN18

13
(con’t)

14

IN18-14 Refer to General Comment No. 7 for a discussion of Colorado water law.
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INDIVIDUALS IN18

15

16

IN18-15 The Colorado Constitution, Article X, Section 20 ("Tabor"), requires an
election for an increase in the mill levy by a state or local governmental
entity.  Should the ALPWCD repayment obligation exceed the ALPWCD's
ability to repay, optional payment options may have to be applied.  This a
decision that the ALPWCD will need to make.

IN18-16 The Preferred Alternative now being evaluated under the NEPA process
would provide the Navajo Nation with 4,680 af of water and construct a new
municipal pipeline to Shiprock, New Mexico.  The Navajo Nation has shown
support for the project.  Reclamation recognizes the need for additional water
to supply domestic needs on the Navajo reservation.  Study coordination,
planning and technical assistance is being provided to facilitate and move
ahead with feasibility studies and environmental analysis in FY2000 and
FY2001 on the Gallup-Navajo Water Supply Project.  A schedule has been
developed with an anticipated Environmental Impact Statement completed
and a Record of Decision obtained by September, 2001.  Refer to General
Comment No. 14 concerning the validity of the Colorado Ute Tribes' water
rights claims.
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INDIVIDUALS IN18

17

18

IN18-17 The No Action Alternative discussion in the FSEIS has been modified at
Section 2.3.

IN18-18 Attachment E of the FSEIS provides a summary of the cost sharing
expectations from the project beneficiaries.  These allocable costs will
require negotiations with the affected parties; such negotiations will be
carried in a public forum.
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INDIVIDUALS IN18

18
(con’t)

19

IN18-19 There is no provision for transfer of permit #2883 to the SJWC included in
Refined Alternative 4. The impacts of such a transfer have not been
analyzed. SJWC deliveries will be measured at their diversion point from the
river. Since the river surface area changes very little to carry this extra water,
there is assumed to be no increase in evaporation. Seepage also would not
change significantly. Senior water rights holder diversion requirements are
met first in the model. The potential problem of a senior water right holder
over-diverting would affect timing of deliveries but not the long term
average amount, since their depletions are always met. Therefore, their extra
diversion would eventually appear as return flow and not depletion.
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INDIVIDUALS IN18

19
(con’t)

20

IN18-20 It is premature to assume that the Navajo Nation Municipal Pipeline will be a
component of any water rights settlement with the Navajo Nation.
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INDIVIDUALS IN18

21

22

23

IN18-21 The amount of water that could be stored for the SJWC in Navajo Dam has
not been computed. The analysis for Refined Alternative 6 indicates that
there would be sufficient water to meet the SJWC demand from a
combination of available flow in the Animas River and releases from Navajo
Dam, but the precise split between the two sources has not been computed.
Refined Alternative 6 indicates that the water for the Navajo Pipeline may
also be provided from a combination of these sources, although Refined
Alternative 6 includes retirement of land on the Pine River for a portion of
the downstream water requirements. Since modeling has not been
completed, it can only be qualitatively stated that there may be enough
capacity in unused river flows and reservoir releases to meet the two
demands. However, such releases would diminish the ability to meet the
future ITA demands.

IN18-22 There is no fixed depletion/diversion ratio. Each project has an estimated
ratio based on the assumed end uses and the amount of return flow
anticipated for that end use. For the FSEIS, a representative 50%
depletion/diversion ratio is assumed.  A discussion on the 50% ratio has been
included in the revised text in Section 2.1.1.  This is often referred to as the
project efficiency, the difference between diversion and depletion being
project return flow. This 50% ratio is consistent with general M&I water
planning principles where the actual end uses are not known, but only
speculated. Since the difference between diversion and depletion is returned
to the system, the basin outflow is not altered by the use of a different ratio,
other than in timing. Flow in various tributaries and river reach is affected,
however. Also, the sizing of conveyance and storage facilities are affected.

IN18-23 A thorough and complete public review process has been undertaken for the
ALP Project Draft and FSEIS. Please refer to Section 6.3 of the FSEIS which
describes the consultation and coordination activities conducted for the project.
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INDIVIDUALS IN18
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INDIVIDUALS IN18
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1

2

IN19-1 Comment noted. Considerable analysis was put into developing non-structural
components of alternatives which involved purchasing land and water rights as
part of a process to meet the obligations of the Colorado Ute Tribes.  This
discussion is included in Sections 2.4.1, 3.3.1, 4.6.4 and 5.2 of the FSEIS.

IN19-2 Refer to General Comment No. 7.

INDIVIDUALS IN19
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